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DETERMINANTS,
CONSEQUENCES 
AND FUNCTIONS OF
INTERPERSONAL TRUST
WITHIN ORGANIZATIONS
What is the empirical evidence?
Serena C. Lyu* and Donald L. Ferrin*
Introduction and objectives
In a 1999 review article, trust luminary Roderick Kramer observed that “Trust has . . . moved
from bit player to center stage in contemporary organizational theory and research” (1999, 
p.  594). However, since 1999 the annual number of peer-reviewed articles published on trust
has demonstrated a rapid upward trajectory (Ferrin, 2013). If trust research had reached “center
stage” by 1999, we would have to conclude that, by 2017, trust research – probably as much
as any other construct in the organizational sciences – had truly captured the attention of scholars
and practitioners worldwide. Trust has moved from bit player, to center stage, and now to
celebrity status.
This widespread recognition of the importance of trust has attracted a critical mass of scholars
who have produced (and continue to expand) a scientific literature that provides extensive insights
into the nature, determinants, consequences, and functions of trust. However, this literature is
now so expansive that it is difficult for any single scholar to comprehend it. Fortunately, trust
scholars have also focused on making sense of the literature in the form of systematic reviews,
including both narrative (Burke et al., 2007; Costa et al., 2015; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Ferrin
& Gillespie, 2010; Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; Kramer & Lewicki, 2010; Lewicki et al., 2006;
Searle et al., 2011) and meta-analytic (Colquitt et al., 2007; Dirks & Ferrin 2002; Kong et al.,
2014; Lu et al., 2017) reviews.
Each of these reviews has had a specific focus, and aimed to address a specific set of questions,
that has advanced our understanding of trust. In most of these reviews, the central aim was to
provide conceptual understanding of what trust is, and how and why trust operates the way it
does. To do so, these reviews assessed, analyzed, and qualitatively or quantitatively summarized
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the findings and insights from a range of primary studies. The large majority of these primary
studies, in turn, had typically attempted to assess a theoretically interesting question by oper -
ationalizing theoretical concepts into measurable variables, measuring those constructs
empirically, assessing empirical relations among the constructs, and then drawing inferences from
those empirical relationships to generate theoretical insights. Thus, the review articles reflect
inferences, and in many cases inferences about inferences, ultimately drawn from concrete data
in a great mass of primary studies on empirical relationships between trust and related variables.
From these inferential processes, scholars have generated many valuable theoretical insights that
comprise important advances in understanding the nature and operation of trust within
organizational settings.
The current review aims to supplement the existing reviews by taking a different tack. Rather
than attempting to draw theoretical insights from the expanse of empirical studies, we aim to
focus only on the concrete and empirical, answering the question, “What has been demonstrated,
empirically, regarding the determinants, consequences, and functions of interpersonal trust within
organizations?” We believe that answering this question is valuable for at least three reasons.
First, given that the field’s theoretical inferences are ultimately drawn from or justified based
on primary data, it is valuable for researchers to have access to a summary of actual empirical
findings. This will enable researchers to reconsider the appropriateness of existing frameworks,
and also consider whether alternative theoretical framings might be suitable for making sense
of the empirical literature. Second, future research will benefit from knowing what effects have
already been demonstrated so that unnecessary replication can be avoided, and also to provide
researchers with insight into what empirical findings can be expected or should be extended in
future studies. Third, practitioners (and also scholars who aim to provide advice to practitioners)
navigate a world of the literal and concrete. While we would hope that many practitioners will
appreciate trust frameworks that operate at higher levels of abstraction, we contend that
practitioners are more likely to be interested in specific insights (with references to the primary
studies that generated those insights) into what constructs have been found to predict trust, what
constructs have been found to be outcomes of trust, and what empirical relationships are mediated
or moderated by trust. Such insights are relatively more likely to provide clear implications for
action that can be better justified to senior management.
As mentioned above, practitioners navigate a world of the literal and concrete. When prac -
titioners face a need or opportunity to build trust, or when they are asked to justify a proposed
trust intervention, practitioners are likely to yearn for answers to questions such as the following:
“What, specifically, predicts trust?” “What, specifically, does trust predict?” “How large are
those effects?” “How much research has been conducted?” “And in what contexts has the research
been conducted?” Accordingly, we expect that practitioners will find the present review to be
extremely useful when designing and implementing trust-related interventions in their own
organizations. That said, we also strongly encourage practitioners to read the primary studies,
and to consider the limitations in internal and external validity of those studies, when planning
their organizational interventions.
Accordingly, the objectives of this review are to systematically review and succinctly sum -
mar ize the empirical evidence concerning determinants, outcomes, and functions of interpersonal
trust within organizational settings. Our review aims to provide a distinct contribution in that
it (1) focuses only on what has been found empirically (rather than summarizing theoretical
perspectives); (2) is focused only on interpersonal trust within organizational settings; and (3)
has a clearly defined empirical base (clearly delineated body of past research to be reviewed).
We begin by describing our review methodology, starting with the definition of interpersonal
trust that guided our review.
S. C. Lyu and D. L. Ferrin
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Review methodology
Interpersonal trust
The present review is focused specifically on interpersonal trust. We define “interpersonal”
narrowly, but “trust” more broadly. Specifically, by “interpersonal” we refer to the trust that
one individual has toward another specific individual. Therefore, we include studies that
measured “trust in manager” or “trust in coworker,” but we exclude studies that measured
“trust in managers,” “trust in fellow group members,” and “trust in coworkers” (e.g., Grant &
Sumanth, 2009). Similarly, we exclude studies that measured “trust in employer” or “trust in
management” (e.g., Robinson, 1996) because these do not refer to a specific individual. We
also exclude studies that measured or manipulated interpersonal trust, but then aggregated these
measures to a higher level such as the group level (e.g., Crossley et al., 2013; Dirks, 1999). And
we also exclude studies that focused on propensity to trust given that the referent of trust
propensity is not a specific individual, but “people” or “others” (Frazier et al., 2013).
Recently, scholars have focused increasing attention on interpersonal trust as a dyadic
phenomenon (Korsgaard et al., 2015). According to Korsgaard and colleagues, mutual trust is
an emergent attribute of the dyad wherein both parties come to share a given level of trust
(e.g., Anderson & Thompson, 2004) whereas trust asymmetry captures the degree to which
each party’s trust in the other converges (Tomlinson et al., 2009); accordingly, both are dyad-
level constructs. In contrast, reciprocal trust is a process rather than a construct, in which each
party is both trustor and trustee and one party’s trust may influence the other’s and vice versa
(e.g., Ferrin et al., 2008). Given our definition of interpersonal trust as one individual’s trust in
another specific individual, we include studies of reciprocal trust (such studies examine how
one individual’s trust in another individual at a specific time point influences the second
individual’s trust in the first at a later time point, and therefore both trust measures are consistent
with our definition of “interpersonal”) but exclude studies of mutual trust and trust asymmetry
(such studies combine two individuals’ trust toward each other into a single measure that conveys
the average level or deviation in trust between the two individuals, and therefore these measures
do not fit our definition of “interpersonal”).
By “trust” we refer to conceptual definitions, and their operationalizations, consistent with
Mayer, Davis, and Schoorman’s (1995) perceived ability, perceived benevolence, perceived
integrity, and trust (defined as willingness to accept vulnerability) constructs, McAllister’s (1995)
affect- and cognition-based trust constructs (based on confident positive expectations), and
variations thereon. Studies defining trust as a behavior (e.g., trust game studies), and felt trust
(e.g., Lau et al., 2014) were excluded. We also exclude studies of interpersonal “distrust” and
“mistrust” given emerging evidence that interpersonal distrust may be distinct from interpersonal
trust (e.g., Saunders et al., 2014). Additionally, because the dynamics of interpersonal trust
violations and repair are arguably distinct from those of interpersonal trust development and
maintenance (Kim et al., 2004), we have excluded studies of trust violations and repair from
our review.
Search methodology
We began by identifying 15 scientific journals that we believe are likely to have published high-
quality, double-blind peer-reviewed empirical studies of interpersonal trust in the period from
the early 1990s to present: Academy of Management Journal, Administrative Science Quarterly, Group
and Organization Studies, Human Relations, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of International
Determinants, consequences and functions of interpersonal trust
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Business Studies, Journal of Management, Journal of Management Studies, Journal of Organizational
Behavior, Journal of Trust Research, Leadership Quarterly, Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, Organization Science, Organisation Studies, and Personnel Psychology. Then, within each
journal, we performed a Web of Science search, using the search term “trust,” for the period
from the early 1990s to September 2015, to identify articles to be considered for our review.
Our next step was to review the abstracts for all such articles to identify any studies that were
likely to have examined interpersonal trust as defined above. For any abstracts so identified, we
then reviewed the article to assess whether it had in fact examined interpersonal trust as defined,
and also whether it had provided empirical evidence (i.e., statistically significant findings) of
determinants of trust, outcomes of trust, or evidence that trust functioned as a mediator or
moderator. All studies that met those conditions were included in our review.
Our focus is on studies that provide insight into interpersonal trust within organizational
settings. The majority of studies identified in our review analyzed survey and/or other data on
employees in the workplace. Some studies (particularly laboratory studies) were not specifically
situated within an organizational context, but nevertheless were conducted with the intent to
provide insights relevant to work organizations, and are therefore included in our review.
Outline of the review
In the following sections, we first review the empirical evidence on the determinants and
consequences of interpersonal trust. These are followed by a review of empirical evidence of
the mediating role and moderating role of interpersonal trust. Because a mediating role implies,
by definition, that interpersonal trust is also functioning as a determinant and consequence of
other constructs, the findings in the Mediation section could arguably also be repeated in the
Determinants and Consequences sections. However, in the interest of brevity and clarity, we
only report these studies in the Mediation section. We conclude with a discussion of the
implications and limitations of our review, and directions for future research.
Determinants of interpersonal trust
An interpersonal trust relationship can be considered to comprise the trustor, the trustee, the
relationship between the trustor and the trustee, and the context within which they are em -
bedded. Accordingly, the determinants of interpersonal trust can be categorized into these same
four categories: trustor factors, trustee factors, relationship factors, and contextual factors. In the
organizational context, the referents in interpersonal trust relationships include indi viduals such
as a leader, a coworker, a fellow negotiator, etc. Depending on the referent, scholars have investi -
gated different sets of determinants. Because of the large number of studies, we have org anized
the review by discussing each category of determinants and related trust referent in turn. Table
5.1 summarizes the specific empirical findings by study. Categories of determinants are listed
in the top row. The studies are presently in chronological order so that readers can observe
how the empirical research has evolved from the early 1990s to the present. We do not include
the integrative reviews and quantitative meta-analyses in the table.
Trustor factors
Trustor’s propensity to trust or generalized trust has been found to facilitate interpersonal trust
directly (Colquitt et al., 2007, Mayer et al., 1995), probably because individuals with high trust
propensity are more willing to form new relationships prior to gaining information about the
S. C. Lyu and D. L. Ferrin
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trustee (Mayer et al., 1995). Propensity to trust is considered to be a dispositional, stable within-
person factor. People vary in their propensity to trust due to their different developmental
experiences, personalities, and cultural backgrounds (Mayer et al., 1995). Colquitt and colleagues
(2007) meta-analyzed the relationships among trust, propensity to trust, and trustworthiness and
found that propensity to trust is positively correlated with perceptions of trustee’s trust worthi -
ness and trust itself. The effect of propensity to trust on trust in coworker has been found to
be stronger when people work virtually than co-located, and trustworthiness fully mediated the
influence of trust propensity on trust (Yakovleva et al., 2010). In developing and validating
their propensity to trust scale, Frazier, Johnson, and Fainshmidt (2013) found that propensity
to trust was significantly related to, yet distinct from, trait optimism, and that trustworthiness
perceptions are the cognitive evaluations that translate one’s propensity to trust to one’s willing -
ness to be vulnerable to another (i.e., trust).
In addition to trust propensity, a number of other trustor characteristics have been examined.
In negotiation contexts, De Dreu, Giebels, and Van de Vliert (1998) manipulated nego ti ators’
social motive and punitive capability and found that trust is low when cooperative nego ti ators
have high punitive capability. Focusing on incidental emotions, Gino and Schweitzer (2008)
found that people who feel incidental gratitude are more trusting than are people in a neutral
emotional state, and people in a neutral state are more trusting than are people who feel incidental
anger. A recent meta-analysis by Lu et al. (2017) found that trustor attributes (positive affect,
negative affect, and social motives) all have significant and relatively strong relationships with
interpersonal trust in dyadic negotiations. In workplace trust judgments, positive affective reac -
tions to the departure of a prior leader had a significant positive effect on trust toward the
successive leader (Ballinger et al., 2009). In a series of lab experiments, Lount and Pettit (2012)
found that people with high status tended to judge others as more benevolent and thus place
more trust in others. In the context of performance appraisal decisions, Korsgaard and Roberson
(1995) found that non-instrumental voice of a subordinate had an impact on the subordinate’s
trust toward the manager. Korsgaard, Roberson, and Rymph (1998) found that subordinates
who were trained to communicate assertively in an appraisal review reacted more favourably
to their managers with higher levels of trust toward the manager. Leaders’ implicit followership
theories predicted followers’ trust in leaders because these perceptions may influence the extent
to which leaders exhibit more or less trusting behaviors and the extent to which followers
reciprocate in kind to leaders’ display of trust (Sy, 2010). In an Executive MBA student sample,
Chua, Morris, and Mor (2012) found that managers with lower cultural metacognition were
less likely to have developed affect-based trust in their intercultural relationships.
Trustee factors
Consistent evidence, including meta-analytic evidence (Colquitt et al., 2007), has supported
the proposition advanced by Mayer et al. (1995) that trust (defined as willingness to accept
vulnerability toward a referent based on confident positive expectations) is predicted by
perceptions of the referent’s ability, benevolence, and integrity. In the workplace, trustworthiness
behaviors such as being open, discrete, receptive, and available (Korsgaard et al., 2002; Levin
et al., 2006), and organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs) including voluntary help and
individualized support (Ferrin et al., 2006; Young & Perrewe 2000), have been shown to influence
a trustee’s perceived trustworthiness and improve interpersonal trust. In the context of
buyer–supplier relations, more-autonomous purchasing managers elicit higher levels of trust
because they are better able to meet the positive expectations of their external counterparts by
being more integrative, responsive, and competent (Perrone et al. 2003). Cameron and Webster
(2011) found that individuals’ incivility behaviors in a dyad could influence their interpersonal
trust in each other. Trustees’ behaviors can also have mixed effects on trust. Levine and Schweitzer
(2015) found that prosocial lies, and false statements told with the intention of benefitting others,
increase benevolence-based trust but harm integrity-based trust.
In terms of trust in leaders, Dirks and Ferrin’s (2002) meta-analytic review reported that
leadership behaviors (i.e., transformational and transactional leadership) had strong effects on
subordinates’ trust in supervisors. Meanwhile, other types of leadership behaviors have also been
shown to impact trust in leaders such as ethical leadership (Brown et al., 2005; Kalshoven et  al.,
2011), participative leadership (Huang et al., 2010), servant leadership (van Dierendonck, 2011),
and authentic leadership (Norman et al., 2010). In addition to leadership behaviors, various
other managerial behaviors have been shown to impact employees’ trust. For example, Korsgaard,
Brodt, and Whitener (2002) demonstrated that managers’ use of open communi cations and
demonstrating concern for employees could increase trust. In a five-month longitudinal field
study of the use of influence tactics and power on the development of employee trust, Mayer,
Bobko, Davis, and Gavin (2011) found that changes in trust levels were substantially related to
increases in specific types of power use and influence attempts. Participative decision making
also increased trust between partners in collaboration simulations (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002).
Elsbach and Elofson (2000) demonstrated that easy-to-understand language and a legitimating
decision-making label could increase perceptions of competence-based trustworthiness. With
a constrained card sort method and an associated in-depth interview method, Saunders, Dietz,
and Thornhill (2014) found that managerial actions and policies that are related to consideration,
inspiration, and quality of communication and job security have significant effects on trust.
Scholars have also investigated leadership behaviors that can decrease trust. One study found
that the negative effects of perceived abusive supervision on trust were stronger for subordinates
within the Anglo versus the Confucian Asian culture (Vogel et al., 2015).
In addition to leadership behaviors, researchers have consistently found positive relation ships
between organizational justice, ethical behaviors, and trust (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002, Colquitt &
Rodell, 2011). Beyond the main effects of organizational justice (i.e., distributive, procedural,
and interactional justice) on interpersonal trust (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002), several contingency models
have recently been tested. In a sample of Hong Kong employees, researchers found that the
relationship between procedural justice and trust in supervisor was higher for those with low
power-distance orientations (Lee et al., 2000). Ambrose and Schminke (2003) found that that
the relationship between interactional justice and supervisory trust was stronger in organic
organizations as compared to mechanistic organizations. Choi (2008) found that employees’
perceptions of the fairness of their supervisor moderated the relationship between the perceived
justice of a particular event and their trust in managers. Other researchers have investigated the
mechanisms underlying the relationship between justice and trust. By manipulating justice in a
laboratory experiment, Johnson and Lord (2010) found that the effects of justice on trust were
mediated by the activation of interdependent and independent/individual self-identities.
Scholars have also studied how culture influences employees’ trust in leaders and partners.
Responses from employees in the US subsidiaries of Japanese manufacturing firms confirmed
that cultural adaptation by a foreign manager was negatively related to internal causal attributions
for the manager’s behavior, and those attributions were directly related to participants’ intentions
to trust (Thomas & Ravlin, 1995).
To conclude, trustee factors in terms of perceived ability, benevolence, and integrity play
critical roles in determining interpersonal trust levels. Work behaviors that indicate an individual’s
trustworthiness also promote trust. Specifically, for trust in supervisors, leadership behaviors,
leaders’ decision-making behaviors, organizational justice, and cultural adaptation behaviors have
been demonstrated to increase trust.
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Relationship factors
Relationship factors are elements shared between trustor and trustee. They can be categorized
into the relationship itself, shared similarity, relationship interdependence, exchange processes,
and communication processes between trustor and trustee. First, several studies have considered
the effects of relationship length on trust. A recent meta-analysis found that the correlation
between trust and relationship duration is on average positive but small, suggesting the presence
of unobserved moderators (Vanneste et al., 2014). Using relationship length as the moderator,
Levin, Whitener, and Cross (2006) found that trustworthiness perceptions were related to
demographic similarity in newer relationships, to trustworthiness behaviors in more established
relationships, and to shared perspective in more mature relationships.
Second, the degree of similarity between trustor and trustee is also likely to impact trust (Fulmer
& Gelfand, 2012). For example, interpersonal trust was found to be higher when individuals
perceived guanxi and relational demography (i.e., similarities between individuals) (Farh et al.,
1998), and when the trustor and trustee shared cultural-ethnic similarity ( Jiang et  al., 2011). Trust
in peers (internal workers) was lower when individuals perceived work-status dissimilarity in
temporary-worker-dominated groups (Chattopadhyay & George, 2001). In addition, Kwan et  al.
(2015) studied the mere exposure effect – objects, ideas or people more frequently encountered
in the physical or social environment are usually more positively evaluated. They found this effect
altered individuals’ assumed familiarity to others and influenced affect-based trust when
participants had the motivation to be connected to their peers (Kwan et al., 2015).
Third, different interdependent relationships between trustor and trustee also influence the
trust between them. For example, Malhotra and Murnighan (2002) found that non-binding
contracts lead to personal attributions for cooperation and thus may provide an optimal basis
for building interpersonal trust. Considering different task-interdependent relations, de Jong,
Van der Vegt, and Molleman (2007) found that when both team members are highly dependent
on each other, an increase in task dependence was associated with higher levels of perceived
help from and interpersonal trust in the team member.
Fourth, scholars have recognized that trust development may spiral between trustor and trustee
in that trust promotes cooperative behaviors, which in turn promotes trust between individuals
in a relationship. Several empirical studies have modeled such spiraling between two parties.
With a dyadic design, Ferrin, Bligh, and Kohles (2008) found strong support in a laboratory
setting for a trust-cooperation spiral between individuals in which an individual’s cooperative
behavior influenced the partner’s trust perceptions which in turn influenced the partner’s
cooperative behaviors. Similarly, Halbesleben and Wheeler (2015) modeled and empirically
demonstrated a reciprocal resource gain spiral between pairs of coworkers and found support
that a coworker’s organizational citizenship behaviors towards individuals (OCBIs) leads to an
individual’s perceived social support, which in turn leads to trust and OCBIs toward that
coworker, and vice versa.
The communication processes between the trustor and trustee also influences trust. Relative
to face-to-face (FTF) negotiations, online negotiations were found to be related to lower levels
of trust (Naquin & Paulson, 2003; Lu et al., 2017). Meanwhile, researchers have found that 
in online communications, participants formed negative trustworthiness perceptions of the 
sender of an e-mail containing technical language violations and etiquette violations (Vignovic
& Thompson, 2010). Yet, scholars have also found that communication medium interacts with
organizational context and time to influence trust because individuals gather additional
information from others over time, and consequently the difference in trust between FTF and
online communications decreases (Hill et al., 2009). Beyond the medium itself, communication
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processes also moderate the effects of other predictors on trust. As communication frequency
increases, the trustor’s general attitudinal predisposition towards peers becomes less important
and the trustor’s and trustee’s positions within the organization become more important as deter -
minants of perceived trustworthiness (Becerra & Gupta, 2003). Meanwhile, communications
that regulate interpersonal affect by improving others’ affect have been found to be associated
with individuals’ perceptions of friendship and trust (Niven et al., 2012). The relationship between
positive affect and trust was stronger in online versus FTF negotiations (Lu et al., 2017).
Contextual factors
Contextual factors reflect a broad set of potential determinants of trust. This category of factors
is based on the understanding that the interpersonal trust relationship is embedded in a larger
context including other relationships around the focal relationship (i.e., the network), the
organizational context, and the environment that is external to organizations.
Social network analysis studies have found that different network characteristics impact inter -
personal trust. Network characteristics such as trust transferability (i.e., the extent to which trustor
and trustee share a common trusted third party) and structural equivalence (i.e., the similarity in
the relationships the trustee and trustor have and do not have with others in a network) have
been found to promote interpersonal trust (Ferrin et al., 2006). Trust in a coworker was found
to be affected by the extent to which the coworker is trusted by the leader (Lau & Liden, 2008).
Different ties between trustor and trustee have different implications for trust: task advice and
career guidance ties have been found to lead to cognition-based trust while friendship and career
guidance ties lead to affect-based trust (Chua et al., 2008). And, managers whose advocates (i.e.,
third parties) have many non-overlapping contacts, high network density, and high network
heterogeneity have higher peer reputations for trustworthiness (Wong & Boh, 2010).
Organizational context has also been found to impact interpersonal trust, primarily through
reward structures. A cooperative reward structure has been found to encourage teamwork and
promote trust, while a competitive reward structure encourages individual efforts (Hill et al.,
2009). Ferrin and Dirks (2003) found that the presence of cooperative reward structures fostered
higher levels of interpersonal trust than did competitive reward structures via the effects of goal
structures on participants’ actual behaviors, perceived motives, and perceived performance.
Reward structures of many organizations routinely compare employees with each other by
ranking employees or publicly recognizing an employee for special achievement (Dunn et al.,
2012). Given the frequency of such comparisons, Dunn, Ruedy, and Schweitzer (2012) investi -
gated how comparisons with someone whose performance is superior to one’s own (upward
comparisons) and comparisons with someone whose performance is inferior to one’s own
(downward comparisons) influence trust. They found that upward comparisons harm affective
trust and downward comparisons harm cognitive trust (Dunn et al., 2012).
Factors external to the organizations can also exert an impact on interpersonal trust. Nego -
tiators from the loose culture trust one another more than negotiators from the tight culture (Lu
et al., 2017). Considering firm size and age in shaping intra-cultural and intercultural trust, Jiang
et al. (2011) found that firm age was positively associated with Chinese senior executives’ affect-
based trust for the senior executive of the same cultural ethnicity at overseas partner firms. Rao
et al. (2005) conducted structured interviews with managers from China, Hong Kong, Thailand,
and the United States and asked them to identify three business associates and rate each relationship.
They assigned country-specific facilitative government index scores to each respondent and found
that a facilitative government that provides structures to facilitate business transactions can lead
to higher levels of interpersonal trust in business associates (Rao et al., 2005).
In sum, it is clear that trustee factors, trustor factors, relationship factors, and contextual factors
do impact interpersonal trust. Mayer et al.’s (1995) conceptual model provided a crucial road -
map for how trustor’s propensity to trust and the perceived trustworthiness of the trustee were
expected to impact trust. However, their model provided relatively less insight into trustor factors
other than trust propensity, relationship factors or contextual factors, or upstream variables that
might influence trust via perceived ability, benevolence, or integrity. The research reviewed in
this section has provided extensive insight into other trustor factors, and upstream, relationship,
and contextual factors. These empirical findings highlight a need for conceptual frameworks
that can model how interpersonal trust is influenced by the broad range of trustor, upstream,
relationship, and contextual factors that have been uncovered in empirical research.
Consequences of interpersonal trust
Interpersonal trust has been found to have generally positive effects on a wide range of atti tu -
dinal and behavioral workplace outcomes. The behavioral outcomes can be categorized into
knowledge sharing, cooperation, communication, attachment (e.g., commitment; intention to
quit or stay) and performance (e.g., job performance; OCBs) (Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). Most
studies on the relationship between trust in interpersonal referents and individual outcomes have
focused on trust in leader. Table 5.2 summarizes the specific empirical findings by study, again
presenting them in chronological order so that readers can observe how research has evolved
over time. Categories of consequence are listed in the top row. We again do not include
integrative reviews and quantitative meta-analyses in the table.
Several empirical studies have confirmed that trust in leader or manager influences attitudinal
outcomes such as job satisfaction and work engagement (Cunningham & MacGregor, 2000;
Moorman et al., 2013; Yang & Mossholder, 2010), satisfaction with the leader and ratings of
leader justice (Holtz, 2015; Holtz & Harold, 2009). Quantitative meta-analyses have also
confirmed that trust in leader increases belief in the information from the leader and commit -
ment to decisions (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002). Both trust in leader and trust in coworker can increase
risk-taking preferences (Colquitt et al., 2007). In addition, Zapata, Olsen, and Martins (2013)
suggested and found that leaders’ perceptions of employee trustworthiness (benevolence and
integrity) positively affected interpersonal and informational justice that the employee received
from the leader through the social exchange mechanisms of felt obligation and trust.
Interpersonal trust in peers (e.g., a coworker, a peer manager) has also been found to promote
knowledge exchange and knowledge creation (Chung & Jackson, 2011). In the mentor-protégé
relationship, mentor’s trust is related to career-related support, psychosocial support, and role
modeling received by the protégé (Wang et al., 2010). And in a study of dormant ties, Levin,
Walter, and Murnighan (2011) found that the perceived benevolence of dormant tie contacts
is related to receipt of useful information.
Trust also plays an important role in conflict resolution within the workplace. Research has
found that when mediating a dispute between two peers, participants sent more rapport-building
messages when the trust exhibited between two disputants was low (Ross & Wieland, 1996).
Interpersonal trust is also related to smoother negotiation and reduced conflict in buyer–supplier
relationships (Zaheer et al., 1998). In two experiments and two field studies, De Cremer and
Tyler (2007) consistently found that trust in an authority increases people’s willingness to cooperate
with the authority across a wide range of social situations.
In terms of attachment, trust in leader is likewise positively related to organizational
commitment and negatively related to intention to quit (Brower et al., 2008; Costigan et al.,
2013; Cunningham & MacGregor, 2000; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Moorman et al., 2013; Harris
et al., 2014; Thau et al., 2007; Yang & Mossholder, 2010).
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Trust has also been empirically associated with a range of performance outcomes: job per -
form ance, OCBs, creativity, and proactive behaviors. For example, manager’s perceived
trustworthiness and resultant trust in manager have been shown to increase employee in-role
performance and OCBs (Mayer & Gavin, 2005). Yang and Mossholder (2010) distinguished
trust in supervisor from trust in management and found affect-based trust in supervisor was a
significant predictor of in-role and extra-role work behaviors. Perceived leader behavioral integrity
has been confirmed to promote follower job performance (Palanski & Yammarino, 2011).
Moorman et al. (2013) also found that perceived leader behavioral integrity and resultant trust
in leaders lead to leader effectiveness, and subordinates’ lower intentions to quit, higher job
satisfaction and work engagement. Li and Tan (2013) provided evidence that trust in supervisor
affected subordinates’ performance via promoting psycho logical availability and psychological
safety.
When developing the cognition-based and affect-based trust scale, McAllister (1995) found
that cognition-based trust led to affect-based trust in peers, which in turn impacted manager
need-based monitoring, affiliative citizenship behavior, and assistance citizenship behavior. Mean -
while, an employee’s level of trust in supervisor was found to be negatively related to antisocial
work behaviors via attachment to the organization (Thau et al., 2007). Brower et al. (2008)
investi gated the role of trust from both manager and subordinate perspectives and found strong
support for the effect of the manager’s trust in subordinate on subordinates’ behavior and
intentions, beyond the effect of trust in the manager. They further found a significant joint
effect of trust in the manager and trust in the subordinate on individual-directed OCBs (Brower
et al., 2008).
Trust has also been linked with creativity. Employee creativity has been found to be higher
when supervisors provide a supportive environment in which trust in the supervisor is high
(George & Zhou, 2007). Similarly, newcomer creativity is high when a newcomer’s trust in
the leader is high because increased levels of trust likely result in more receptive newcomers
and contribute to an overall context that is conducive to creativity (Harris et al., 2014).
Research has also demonstrated that trust in supervisor can promote voice or speaking-up
behaviors (Gao et al., 2011; Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003). Gao et al. (2011) further demonstrated
that the relationship between leader trust and employee voice became more positive when
empowering leadership was higher rather than lower.
In addition to the consequences mentioned above, a recent meta-analysis on trust in negoti -
ations found that interpersonal trust predicts higher joint outcomes and outcome satisfaction
(Kong et al., 2014). Results also found that trust had a positive relationship with integrative
behaviors, which had a negative relationship with the trustor’s outcome; in contrast, trust had
a negative relationship with distributive behaviors, which had a positive relationship with the
trustor’s outcome.
Overall, research on interpersonal trust has documented a number of valuable benefits of
trust. Interpersonal trust in various referents including the leader, coworker, and negotiation
partner has been demonstrated to promote a wide range of desirable work and other outcomes.
The literature on consequences of interpersonal trust is extensive and includes a number of
narrative and meta-analytic reviews (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Fulmer &
Gelfand, 2012; Burke et al., 2007; Searle et al., 2011; Costa et al., 2015).
One key component of the Mayer et al. (1995) model of organizational trust is the
moderating factor of perceived risk: the effect of an individual’s trust in another (defined as
willingness to accept vulnerability) on the individual’s risk-taking in the relationship is posited
to interact with perceived risk. Specifically, when the individual perceives risk to be high, even
S. C. Lyu and D. L. Ferrin
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a very high level of trust may not predict risk-taking in the relationship, whereas when the
individual perceives risk to be low, even a low level of trust may predict risk-taking in the
relationship. Considering how elemental this moderation proposition is to the Mayer et al. model,
we were surprised that our review failed to identify any studies that had empirically validated
the moderation effect. This absence of research is particularly surprising when contrasted with
the extensive research supporting the other elements of the model, which were validated meta-
analytically by Colquitt et al. (2007). Thus, one important direction for future research is to
empirically validate the moderating effect of perceived risk.
The mediating role of interpersonal trust
In this section, we review studies that have hypothesized and found support for predictions that
interpersonal trust will mediate the effect of some predictors on some outcomes. The support
is typically established using empirical tests such as those provided by Baron and Kenny (1986)
or Sobel (1982), or bootstrapping (Preacher & Hayes, 2008), path modeling, or latent variable
structural equation modeling. We only report significant or marginally significant effects. As
will be seen in this review, a relatively large number of studies have hypothesized and found
mediation. By reviewing them, we can gain insight into the question, “In what empirical
relationships does interpersonal trust provide a valuable mediating role?”
It is important to note that the seminal model of organizational trust advanced by Mayer
and colleagues (Mayer et al., 1995) posits a mediation effect: The effects of the trustor’s perceptions
of the trustee’s ability, benevolence and integrity on the trustor’s risk-taking in a relation ship
are mediated by the trustor’s trust, defined as willingness to accept vulnerability. Strong and
robust support for this mediation effect has been provided in meta-analytic form (Colquitt et  al.,
2007). We do note, however, that the first step of the mediation effect posited and validated
by these researchers is a path from trust perceptions to trust intentions, both of which are trust-
related cognitive states existing within the trustor. In the remainder of this section, we would
like to expand beyond this particular mediated effect to inquire into how trust (whether a
perception, expectation, or intention as defined earlier in this paper) may mediate other
empirical relations.
Stream 1: Mediating role of trust in relationships between leaders’ behaviors and followers’ work-related
attitudes and behaviors. Our review highlighted two broad streams of mediation effects (Table
5.3). The first stream reflects what can now be considered a critical mass of studies that have
hypothesized and supported the fundamental prediction that a leader’s behaviors influence a
range of followers’ work-related attitudinal and behavioral outcomes via the follower’s trust in
the leader. A first set of these studies found support for the effects of transformational and
transactional leadership. In two independent samples of US-based employees and their
supervisors, Pillai, Schriesheim, and Williams (1999) found that the effect of supervisors’
transformational leadership behaviors on subordinates’ OCBs was mediated by subordinates’ trust
in the supervisor; they further found support for a three-step mediation effect in which the
effects of transformational leadership influenced trust via subordinates’ perceptions of org an -
izational procedural justice, with trust then ultimately influencing OCBs. In a US-based lab
study, Jung and Avolio (2000) found that confederates’ transformational and transactional
leadership behaviors influenced followers’ performance quality and satisfaction with the leader
via trust in the leader. In a sample of American employees and their supervisors, Rubin, Bommer,
and Bachrach (2010) found that supervisors’ operant behaviors (contingent reward, non -
contingent reward, and noncontingent punishment, but not contingent punishment), predicted
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trust in the supervisor, which in turn influenced employees’ OCBs. In a study of employees
and their supervisors in Mainland China, W. Zhu, Newman, Miao, and Hooke (2013) found
that affect-based trust in the leader mediated the positive effects of supervisors’ transformational
leadership behaviors on subordinates’ affective organizational commitment, OCBs, and job per -
formance, whereas cognition-based trust in the leader mediated a negative effect of trans -
formational leadership on job performance. And in a sample of employees and their supervisors
in Mainland China, Y. Zhu and Akhtar (2014) found that both affect- and cognition-based
trust toward the leader mediated the effect of supervisors’ transformational leadership behaviors
on subordinates’ helping behaviors; a moderated mediation analysis further indicated that the
effects of affect- and cognition-based trust on helping behavior differed according to the level
of subordinates’ prosocial motivation.
A second set of studies found support for the mediated effects of leaders’ justice behaviors.
In a sample of Taiwan-based employees and their supervisors, Yang, Mossholder, and Peng
(2009) found that the effect of supervisors’ procedural justice behaviors on subordinates’ helping
behaviors was mediated by subordinates’ affect-based trust in the supervisor, whereas the effects
of supervisors’ procedural justice behaviors on subordinates’ job satisfaction and task perform -
ance were mediated by subordinates’ cognition-based trust in the supervisor. In a laboratory
experiment conducted to replicate field findings of Netherlands-based employees and their
supervisors, and uncover mediating mechanisms, van Dijke, De Cremer, and Mayer (2010) found
that trust in a fellow organizational member mediated the effect of the member’s pro cedural
justice behaviors on the trustor’s perceptions of the member’s charisma and legitimacy; however,
this effect held only for high-power members, not low-power members; in a follow-up field
study of US employees and their supervisors, employees’ trust in their supervisors mediated the
effects of supervisors’ procedural justice behaviors on subordinates’ OCBs. Analyzing data from
a sample of Indian employees and their supervisors, Khazanchi and Masterson (2011) presented
a structural equation model indicating multiple stages of mediation in which supervisors’
inform ational and interpersonal justice behaviors influenced employees’ trust in their supervisors,
which in turn influenced leader-member exchange, then employee information sharing, and
then employee creativity. And in a study of US-based employees, Colquitt et al. (2012) found
that both affect- and cognition-based trust (ABT and CBT) mediated the effects of three forms
of justice (distributive, procedural, and interpersonal) on job performance. The authors presented
a three-step mediation model in which justice behaviors influenced ABT and CBT; ABT then
influenced normative commitment while CBT influenced uncertainty, and then normative
commitment and uncertainty influenced job performance.
Finally, one study examined the role of trust in mediating the effect of yet another leadership
behavior – paternalistic leadership – on employee outcomes. In a study aimed at studying
leadership behaviors in the Confucian Chinese context, using a sample of employees and their
supervisors in Taiwan, Chen et al. (2014) found that subordinates’ affect-based trust toward
their supervisors mediated the effects of supervisors’ benevolence and morality behaviors (but
not authoritarianism behaviors) on subordinates’ in-role performance and OCBs.
In sum, we see a sizeable number of empirical studies demonstrating that employees’ trust
in the leader mediates the effects of leadership behaviors on employees’ work-related attitudes
and behaviors. We further note that these studies have been situated in a variety of research
settings (field and lab), in very distinct cultures (Western, Chinese, Indian), using different data
sources (employee report, supervisor report, archival). This consistency of findings over the
diversity of research settings, country/cultural contexts, and methods, lends considerable weight
to the notion that the effects are robust.
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Stream 2: Other mediating effects. The ‘second stream’ of studies is probably better characterized
as multiple rivulets rather than a single stream. Extending the theme from above which focused
on the effects of trustees’ behaviors (specifically, leadership behaviors), a first group of studies
has examined the mediated effects of a much broader range of trustee factors, including
employees’ OCBs, partners’ cooperative behaviors, borrowers’ verbal accounts in a lending
context, counterparts’ contract terms in a negotiation context, formal roles granted to a fellow
employee, and the subtle symbols of credibility (logos on t-shirts) accompanying a compliance
request.
In an 18-country field study of managers and their subordinates, Reich et al. (2014) found
that the effects of subordinates’ OCBOs (OCBs directed toward the organization) and OCBs
(OCBs directed toward peers) on managers’ trustworthy behavior was mediated by managers’
trust in the subordinates. As mentioned above, in a lab study, Ferrin, Bligh, and Kohles (2008)
found that an actor’s trust in a partner mediated the effect of the partner’s cooperative behavior
on the actor’s cooperative behavior, and these dynamics spiraled back and forth between actor
and partner over time. Following a field study that indicated that borrowers’ verbal accounts
(e.g., explanations, acknowledgments, denial) influenced lenders’ decisions on whether or not
to loan funds, Sonenshein, Herzenstein, and Dholaki (2011) conducted a laboratory experiment
to explore the psychological mechanisms that might explain the effect; they found that verbal
accounts influence lenders’ perceptions of borrowers’ trustworthiness, which in turn influence
lending decisions. In a laboratory study exploring the factors that would influence negotiators
to accept risky terms in the implementation of a negotiated agreement, Mislin, Campagna, and
Bottom (2011) found that individuals’ trust toward their counterpart mediated the effects of
contract form (incentives for implementation). In a study of US-based employees, Hofmann,
Lei and Grant (2009) found that employees’ decisions to seek help from a particular coworker
were predicted by the coworker having a formally-designated helping role, and the effect was
mediated by the employee’s affect-based trust toward the coworker. And in a laboratory setting,
Rafaeli, Sagy, and Derfler-Rozin (2008) found in two separate studies (Studies 2 and 4) that
individuals were more likely to comply with a request (e.g., to taste some food; make a monetary
donation) made by a stranger if the stranger was wearing a shirt with a familiar logo (vs. no
logo); the effect was mediated by individuals’ trust toward the stranger.
Yet another set of mediation studies has focused not on trustee factors, but on a range of
trustor factors that can influence downstream variables via trust: the trustor’s race, the trustor’s
mood, and training received by the trustor. In a sample of America- and Canada-based
employees rating their managers, Simons et al. (2007) found that black employees (as compared
to non-black employees) reported lower levels of trust in their manager, interpersonal justice
perceptions, satisfaction, organizational commitment, and intent to stay with the organization,
and the effect of race on these outcomes was mediated by behavioral integrity, i.e., employees’
perception of the alignment of their manager’s words with his or her deeds. Mislin and
colleagues’ study (cited above) further found that the negotiator’s mood (positive vs. neutral)
impacted contract implementation via the negotiator’s trust in the counterpart. And in a field
quasi-experimental study of the effects of a leadership coaching intervention in a Norway-based
sample of leaders and their subordinates, Ladegard and Gjerde (2014) found that the coaching
intervention increased leaders’ trust in their subordinates, which in turn increased subordinates’
perceived empowerment and decreased their turnover intentions.
Finally, one mediation study has considered how trust may mediate the effect of a dyadic
factor on downstream outcomes. Specifically, in a study of US-based employees and their
supervisors, Kacmar, Bachrach, Harris and Noble (2012) found that the effect of supervisor-
Determinants, consequences and functions of interpersonal trust
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employee conflict on employees’ task-focused OCBs was mediated by employees’ trust in
supervisors.
Thus, in contrast to the first stream of studies examining how trust mediates the effect of
leadership behaviors, this second stream reflects a much broader line of inquiry. Although there
certainly is not a critical mass of studies in any one area, the evidence provides enticing hints
that trust may mediate the effects arising from a very broad range of trustor, trustee, and dyad
factors. These effects may occur with trust in strangers as well as known parties, in reaction to
trustee symbols in addition to behaviors, and as a result of trustors’ individual race, mood, and
training. The studies have been situated in a broad range of contexts, and have examined a
broad range of outcomes. Clearly this is an area of inquiry that is likely to burgeon in the years
ahead.
In conclusion, scholars have devoted considerable attention to understanding the mediating
role of trust. Ample evidence now exists that leadership behaviors influence work-related
outcomes via subordinate trust. And numerous studies point to exciting new possibilities, and
suggest important new directions for future research into how trust may mediate other important
effects.
The moderating role of interpersonal trust
In this section, we review studies that have hypothesized and provided empirical evidence that
interpersonal trust moderates the effect of a predictor variable on an outcome variable. Note
that in this section we are interested only in those studies in which interpersonal trust inter -
acted with another predictor variable, and the authors hypothesized that trust was acting as the
moderator, not the independent variable. Studies in which trust was hypothesized to be the
predictor, not the moderator, have already been reported in the Consequences section, above.
The distinctions between trust as a main effect, versus trust as a moderator, were articulated
by Dirks and Ferrin (2001), who made the case that in “strong situations” (where there are
strong norms, guidelines, incentives, etc. for behavior), trust was relatively more likely to moderate
the effects of other predictors, whereas in “weak situations” trust was relatively more likely to
function as a main effect predictor. Dirks and Ferrin provided a broad review of empirical studies
on trust (with a focus including but not limited to interpersonal trust) that found somewhat
inconsistent and relatively weak support for trust as a main effect, and more consistent support
(though with a much smaller number of studies) for moderation effects.
Our review identified only a small number of studies in which interpersonal trust was both
hypothesized and found to have had a moderation effect (Table 5.4). In a laboratory study of
a dyadic decision-making simulation involving knowledge sharing between partners, Quigley,
Tesluk, Locke, and Bartol (2007) found that the positive effect of an individual’s task self-efficacy
on his or her setting of higher goals was stronger when the individual trusted his or her partner.
In a study of US-based employees and their supervisors (previously discussed above regarding
its mediation findings), Kacmar and colleagues (2012) separately found that the negative effect
of conflict among employees on employees’ task-focused OCBs was weaker for employees who
had higher trust in their supervisor. In a study of Mainland China-based employees and their
supervisors, Zhang and Zhou (2014) found support for a three-way interaction in which the
effect of supervisors’ empowering leadership behaviors on employees’ creative self-efficacy and
creativity were stronger for employees who reported higher levels of trust in their leader and
higher uncertainty avoidance. This effect was replicated in a second sample (from different
occupational groups and a different industry) of Mainland China-based employees and their
supervisors. Finally, in a sample of US- and Taiwan-based employees and their supervisors, Cheng
S. C. Lyu and D. L. Ferrin
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et al. (2015) found support for a three-way interaction in which trust in the leader moderated
the positive effect of supervisor support on employee commitment to the supervisor. In the US
sample, trust in the leader strengthened the relationship, whereas in the Taiwan sample trust in
the leader weakened the relationship. In all of the studies reviewed in this paragraph, a variable
other than trust was hypothesized to be the exogenous variable, and the authors hypothesized
and found that that exogenous variable interacted with trust to impact downstream variables,
thus providing evidence of the moderating effect of trust.
In sum, the empirical evidence suggests that interpersonal trust moderates the effects of a
range of predictors, specifically trustors’ attitudes (self-efficacy), group factors (conflict among
coworkers) and trustee behaviors (empowering leadership and supervisor support). What is per -
haps most surprising about the review findings is that such a relatively small number of studies
has expressly hypothesized and found moderation effects for interpersonal trust. In fact, a consider -
ably larger number of studies has provided empirical evidence that interpersonal trust interacts
with other factors; however, most of those studies have positioned trust as a predictor rather
than a moderator. We speculate that the tendency of researchers to position trust as a main
effect rather than a moderator is due to the strong recognition of the importance of trust, and
the groundswell of research on trust over the last two decades. Because of the prominence of
trust, researchers may have demonstrated a greater interest in studying the direct consequences
(benefits) of trust (and how they might differ depending on contextual or other factors) than
on the indirect effects of how trust might influence the impact of other predictors. This being
the case, we would like to make the observation that most organizational contexts are in fact
“strong situations” in which trust is probably already playing a moderating role by facilitating
or hindering the effects of countless other organizational factors. Consequently, trust may play
a much broader role in organizations than is currently recognized. Thus, the role of interpersonal
trust as a moderator represents an important and promising avenue for future research.
Discussion
Objectives and limitations of the review
Our aim has been to address the question, “What has been demonstrated, empirically, regarding the
determinants, consequences, and functions of interpersonal trust within organizations?” To address this
question, we conducted a systematic review of empirical research conducted on interpersonal
trust since the early 1990s, published in 15 of the most prominent journals in the organization
sciences.
Before discussing the general findings and implications, it is worthwhile to consider the
limitations of our review. First, as stated at the outset, this review is intentionally atheoretical;
it aims to describe only what has been demonstrated empirically, and therefore does not develop
or inform any higher-level conceptual understanding of the operation of trust. We view this
as a unique strength as well as a limitation of our review, as we hope our focus on the empirical
evidence will help scholars keep sight of, and better access, the raw material from which our
theoretical understandings have been built; we also hope it will help practitioners identify the
specific ways in which trust is likely to impact organizational outcomes and the specific ways
in which trust may be built.
Second, we limited our review to 15 journals that we identified as being likely to publish
high-quality empirical studies on interpersonal trust within organizational settings. The selection
of these 15 journals was a subjective judgment. One disadvantage of this approach is that we
are certain to have omitted studies that were published in other journals, some of which were
reviewed elsewhere (e.g., in Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012). One advantage is that the bounds of
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our search are clearly delineated, and therefore we were better able to avoid researcher judgment
(and potential bias) in inclusion/exclusion decisions. A second advantage is that our review entirely
comprises double-blind peer reviewed articles of moderate to very high standard.
Third, we have included only those studies that reported a statistically significant (or mar -
ginally significant) empirical effect. We did not systematically search for articles that reported
null effects. Therefore, it is likely that null effects are under-represented in our review due to
the file drawer problem (Rosenthal, 1979). Typically, meta-analytic reviews include search pro -
cedures to identify and include studies more likely to have null effects (such as contacting authors
for unpublished work and including doctoral dissertations) and statistical procedures to reduce
the effect of publication bias; however, these are recognized as imperfect responses to the file
drawer problem. Narrative reviews typically do not utilize such procedures. Therefore, our review
is similar to other narrative reviews, and less similar to meta-analyses, in its poten tial under-
representation of null effects. Finally, by including only those articles that reported statistically
significant effects, we omitted empirical studies that were qualitative, inductive, or otherwise
took empirical approaches that did not involve quantitative hypothesis testing.
Fourth, for ease of explication, in discussing the articles we often used causal language that
would not be justified based on the degree of internal validity of the studies reviewed. (This is
particularly the case in our discussion of the findings of field studies). Our causal language expresses
the likely direction of causality as discussed by the original authors and/or implicit in the nature
of the empirical relationship studied, not our conclusion about whether causality has been
demonstrated empirically.
Review findings and future research directions
What has been empirically demonstrated regarding determinants of interpersonal trust? As can
be seen in the above review, a wide range of antecedents has been investigated across different
referents. First, some common antecedents have been examined across different referents such
as trustees’ demonstration of concern or helping behaviors (Ferrin et al., 2006; Korsgaard et al.,
2002) and shared similarity between trustor and trustee ( Jiang et al., 2011; Farh et al., 1998).
There is also a potential that antecedents applied to one referent can be examined with another
referent. For example, Niven et al. (2012) found that communications that regulate interpersonal
affect by improving others’ affect have been found to be associated with individuals’ perceptions
of friendship and trust in specific coworker. Whether interpersonal affect regulation influences
trust levels in the leader-member relationship is worthy of future research. Table 5.1 also illustrates
that there is substantial potential that antecedents applied to trustor can be examined with trustee.
For example, the cultural metacognition of managers has been found to impact their trust in
partners in intercultural collaboration tasks (Chua et al., 2012). Whether the trustee’s cultural
metacognition impacts trust or not is worthy of investigation. In addition, we were able to
identify some empirical papers that investigated the spiral development of trust between trustor
and trustee (Ferrin et al., 2008; Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015). Understanding the reciprocity
between trustor and trustee is important to understand the self-reinforcing cycle of trust de vel -
opment. We recommend and look forward to much more research identifying how trust develops
and cycles between individuals.
What has been empirically demonstrated regarding outcomes of interpersonal trust? Research
on consequences of interpersonal trust has focused on a range of valuable work outcomes including
job satisfaction, knowledge sharing and creation, cooperation, commitment, attachment, and
performance. Indeed, interpersonal trust has positive effects on these desirable work behaviors
and outcomes. In general, we observed that a number of frequently-studied outcomes of trust
have been examined across different referents. For example, the effect of trust on citizenship
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behavior has been studied in the context of trust toward supervisors (Brower et al., 2008) and
peers (McAllister, 1995). This research is useful for exploring and extending the generalizability
of existing knowledge. We recommend that future research also examine the effect of trust on
outcomes that may be unique to a specific referent or context. For example, Wong et al. (2010)
focused on the role of trust in the organizational socialization process by exploring how trust
impacts specific mentoring functions received by the protégé. We also observed that in studying
the consequences of interpersonal trust, a number of empirical studies had operationalized
interpersonal trust as trust in multiple individuals (e.g., trust in coworkers) rather than trust in a
single individual (trust in a coworker). Consistent with our inclusion/exclusion criteria set out
above, we excluded such papers from our review because they cannot be considered to study
interpersonal trust. We would like to further emphasize our view that trust in multiple individuals
is a fundamentally different construct from trust in a single individual, and these two constructs
are likely to have different outcomes and different developmental processes. Researchers should
use caution when applying “interpersonal trust” theories to constructs that are not interpersonal
in nature, or, instead, appropriately tailor the interpersonal trust theories for application to situations
in which the trustee is multiple individuals rather than a single individual.
What has been empirically demonstrated regarding the mediating role of interpersonal trust?
First, a critical mass of studies has provided what we consider to be robust evidence that trust
in a leader mediates the effects of leadership behaviors (particularly transformational, transactional,
and justice behaviors) on a range of work-related follower outcomes (performance, OCBs, satis -
faction, commitment, turnover intent, etc.). Thus, trust should be considered an important
mechanism through which leadership behaviors influence desired employee-level outcomes.
Second, authors have branched out in a number of different directions, providing initial evi -
dence that interpersonal trust mediates a wide range of other effects. As just a few examples,
interpersonal trust transmits one party’s cooperation to another’s cooperation (Ferrin et al., 2008),
transforms employees’ OCBs into managerial trustworthy behavior (Reiche et al., 2014),
converts a leadership coaching intervention into followers’ perceived empowerment and reduced
turnover intent (Ladegard & Gjerde, 2014), and transmits the effects of employees’ race on their
job satisfaction, commitment, and turnover intent (Simons et al., 2007). Based on these findings,
we recommend and look forward to much more research identifying how and where trust plays
an important mediating role.
Finally, what has been empirically demonstrated regarding the moderating role of inter personal
trust? A relatively large number of studies in our review reported that interpersonal trust had
interacted with other variables to predict downstream outcomes. However, these findings more
often reflect a hypothesized main effect of trust rather than a hypothesized moderated effect.
That said, a handful of studies reported trust’s moderating effect. For instance, trust in supervisor
suppressed the negative effect of employee relationship conflict on OCBs (Kacmar et al., 2012),
enhanced the effect of empowering leadership behaviors on creativity (Zhang & Zhou, 2014),
and both enhanced and suppressed (depending on culture) the effect of supervisor support on
employees’ commitment to the supervisor (Cheng et al., 2015). We believe that scholars have
perhaps focused insufficient research attention on how trust may moderate the effects of other
predictor variables in the organizational context. An exploration of the moderating effects of
trust is likely to reveal that trust has much more widespread effects within organizational settings,
most likely enhancing or hindering the effects of many other motivators, leadership behaviors,
and other organizational factors, on valued employee and organizational outcomes. We strongly
encourage such future research.
Although we did not specifically set out to assess the measurement of trust, we did document
the measures used. The trust literature is fortunate to have a good range of well-validated measures
(see McEvily & Tortoriello, 2011 for a review of the best-validated trust measures). Conse -
quently, we were dismayed to see that so many studies in our review used operationalizations
of trust that were outdated and/or poorly validated. Future research should use the measures
identified by McEvily and Tortoriello. Researchers should use a different measure only if they
can make the case that the different measure is conceptually distinct from the measures identified
by McEvily and Tortoriello, or has superior psychometric properties. Peer reviewers should
hold authors to these standards.
We were also curious to identify studies that had focused on trust development processes.
We expected that trust development studies could take at least two forms. First, studies might
examine how an individual’s trust in another person changes in level or nature over time (e.g.,
as proposed by Lewicki & Bunker, 1996). Supporting this model, Levin, Whitener, and Cross
(2006) found that trustworthiness perceptions were related to demographic similarity in newer
relationships, to trustworthiness behaviors in more established relationships, and to shared
perspective in more mature relationships. Second, studies might examine how trust is transmitted
from one person to another over time. Supporting this model, Ferrin, Bligh, and Kohles (2008)
found a positive spiral between individuals in a lab setting in that one individual’s trust promotes
cooperation, which increases the other person’s trust, in a self-reinforcing cycle. And in a field
setting, Halbesleben and Wheeler (2015) found support for a reciprocal resource gain spiral in
which a coworker’s OCBs lead to an individual’s perceived social support, which in turn leads
to trust and OCBs toward that coworker (Halbesleben & Wheeler 2015). In sum, our review
uncovered some initial evidence supporting two core models of trust development, but research
on trust development remains in its infancy. Further research is sorely needed.
It is well recognized that laboratory experimental studies offer high levels of internal validity
but very limited external validity, whereas field survey studies offer some external validity but
minimal internal validity (Stone-Romero, 2011). Our review revealed a reasonable balance of
field surveys and laboratory experiments. Assuming the strengths of one compensate for the
weaknesses of the other, we can derive some comfort that the scientific literature as a whole
provides findings that meet some minimal level of internal and external validity. However, the
literature is sorely lacking in field experiments and quasi-experiments, which are unique in their
ability to simultaneously deliver relatively high levels of internal and external validity within a
single study (Stone-Romero, 2011). And from a practical perspective, field experiments and quasi-
experiments provide much more direct insights into the effectiveness of trust-related inter ventions
in work organizations. Our review uncovered only one field quasi-experiment (Ladegard &
Gjerde, 2014). Given the obvious scientific and practical advantages of field experiments and
quasi-experiments, we strongly encourage trust researchers to increase their use of field experi -
mental research.
Practical implications
As mentioned above, practitioners navigate a world of the literal and concrete. When prac -
titioners face a need or opportunity to build trust, or when they are asked to justify a proposed
trust intervention, practitioners are likely to yearn for answers to questions such as the following:
“What, specifically, predicts trust?” “What, specifically, does trust predict?” “How large are
those effects?” “How much research has been conducted?” “And in what contexts has the research
been conducted?” Accordingly, we expect that practitioners will find the present review to be
extremely useful when designing and implementing trust-related interventions in their own
organizations. That said, we also strongly encourage practitioners to read the primary studies,
and to consider the limitations in internal and external validity of those studies, when planning
their organizational interventions.
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Conclusion
Concluding this review, we would like to express a degree of awe at the sheer number of double-
blind peer-reviewed studies published on interpersonal trust since the early 1990s. The fact that
trust research has now moved from bit player to center stage to celebrity status reflects an
enormous investment of time, effort, and passion on the part of researchers, an enormous
investment of time and effort from research participants, and an impressive financial investment
on the part of universities. The fact that these investments have been made reflects a broad
recognition of both the importance of trust and the trust challenges that we face in organizations
and in society. Having generated this body of scientific knowledge, it is equally important that
the knowledge be put into practice. We hope that this review, focused as it is on the operational
level, will be useful to those putting research into practice as well as those further advancing
the science of trust.
Note
* Both authors contributed equally to this review.
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